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‘mocked the Carter administration’s

.

pathetic efforts to sell the SALT II
treaty to the Senate In a witty and
provocative article entitled “Rafshoon-
ing the Armageddon.” I have heard
this article mentioned by Dr. Adel-
man’s opponents probably because by
its tone it adds insult to the injury suf-
fered by the supporters of the SALT
II treaty here in the Senate. So this is
one key point in the case against Dr.
Adelman. These last 2 days have been
a chance to refight the SALT II
debate and to appeal for an ACDA Di-

rector who-will lobby the President on:

arms control and somehow . reverse

President Reagan’s long-standing view.

that the SALT II treaty Is fatally
flawed and that deep reductlons in
strategic weapons must be sought In
negotiations with the Soviet Union in-
stead, - . i
The second key point in the oppo-
nents’ case against Dr. Adelman seems
to be that he lacks the kind of experi-

) ence in arms control matters that his

opponents believe Is required for an
ACDA Director. No Senator has speci-
fied in detail what this great experi-
ence should be that Dr. Adelman
lacks, but I suspect what his oppo-
nents have in mind is that Dr. Adel-
man did not experience either the'sell-
ing of the SALT II treaty or the nego-
tiating of this treaty. It is this lack of
experience which his opponents are
actually Jamenting. Many of Dr. Adel-
man’s supporters, however, probably

including President Reagan, count Dr. -
- Adelman’s nonparticipation in the sell-

ing and negotiating of SALT II as one

of his highest qualifications to serve as’

Director of ACDA. Indeed, how could
anyone tainted with guilt by assocl-

ation with SALT II successfully serve .

our President who made it clear in the

.campaign’ agalnst- President Jimmy

Caiter that the SALT IX treaty was fa-
tally flawed? - - LE .

What is the evidence for my hunch
about the case against Dr. Adelman

o,

that his opponerits have not dared to
state clearly and openly? The names

they whisper as possible replacements
are those who worked on SALT II
during the Nixon and Ford adminis-
trations or those who did not publicly
and forthrightly oppose the ratifica-
tion of the SALT II treaty I

- 'This then is the secret hope of Dr.
Adelman’s opponents. They want us to

-vote him down and instead find some-

one whose policy views are tc the left
of President Reagan. At the least they

. hope to ‘embarrass the President and
* feed the minority perception that the

control. = -

President is not serlous about arms
"I must advise Dr. Adelman’s oppo-
nents as chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on the Constitition that they
would find interesting reading in the
Federalist Papers on the subject of

why the Senate should give its advice-

and consent to Presidential appoint-
ments. This is a debate we should have
another day. And I intend to raise the
comments of Dr. Adelman’s opponents

' yield myself 8 minutes. .
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on that day, should it ever come, when
another President in the distant
future, perhaps even a member of the
Democratic party, nominates a fanatic
zealot for arms control at any price to
be his Director of the Arms Control
Agency. On that future day, I ask my
colleagues should the Senate rise up in
opposition and seek to replace that
future - liberal President’s nominee
with a hawk who Is skeptical about’

April 14, 1983
appointments, there Is an increased
sense of urgency and pressure to ncgo-
tiate, to reach agreement, to end the

nuclear arms .race. This pressure is
substantial, coming as it does not only

from Congress and the media, but

{from town.meetings as well.~ .

. The situation is critical because the
problems associated with agreements—
systems, definitions, verification, and
so forth—are all more difficult than

Soviet violations of arms control {pey have been at any time in the
past. Pressing for an agreement in

agreements? On that day, should I live
so long, I will read the words of Dr.
Adelman’s opponents into the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcomrp and ask them to
vote down that future President’s
nominee, if that is their understanding
of our Constitution and the meaning
of the Senate’s power of confirmation
of Presidential appointments. .’

Mr. President, I will vote enthusias-
tically today to confirm Dr. Adelman.
who is an outstanding choice. I might
add my personal view that the experl- -

1983, or 1984, is tantamount to asking
for more and better accomplishments
in 1% or 2 years than were achieved in
7 years of negotiating SALT II, when
the isdfies were technologically less
difficult. . ' :

Mr. President, the arms control
process is not working, as I will show.
And, when business as usual is not
working, it is time for change. I believe
we need to take 2 hard look at the

ence he has suffered these last few -past, preserve what is good, and intro- -

weeks at the hands of his critics is not
a bad thing but a useful tempering ex-
perience that he may look back upon
with fondness and relief that he was
put to.the test by the President’s op-
ponents and that he passed the test
and earmed greater respect, admira-
tion, and sympathy than if he was a
mere bland, noncontroversial figure in
a field which seems to excite such pas-
sion from both liberals and conserva-
tives; namely, the field of anns control
and disarmament.. :© .. -
Perhaps there was 2 time when arms
control was an unpleasant subject for -
conservatives who looked. only to
America’s military might to defend
‘our people, but today conservatives
must be interested in-.and familiar
with arms control issues, I commend
those Senators who have visited the
arms control negotiation that Dr.

. Adelman will be supervising. I visited

the MBFR, INF, START, and CSCE
negotiations and believe more conserv-
atives should do so to make plain to
the Soviets that the Senate stands

- behind President Reagan’s negotiating-

offers and .will accept nothing less-
than strict verification of any agree-
hvperor A

I thank my colleague from Idaho."

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, ‘I
ARMS CONTROL POLICY: WHERE HAVE WE BEEN? -
-~ .. - WHERE ARE WE GOING? .

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, arms
control has. been a major-thrust of
U.S. foreign and defense policies for 25 -
years, and a top American priority for
the past 10. Unfortunately, notwith-

. standing a few notahle success, the re-
_sults ‘have been disappointing. The

arms control process has not produced
stability around the world, better rela-
tions betweén the United States and
the Soviet Union, enhanced security, -
or an end in the growth of nuclear
. Today, more than ever ‘before, dis-
satisfaction with arms control is in-
tense. Perhaps because of the past dis-
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duce some new ideas—ideas that take

into account why the past approach. -

has failed. - »

Today, as we consider'thé nominé- -

tion of Dr. Kenneth Adelman to_head
the Arnmis Control and Disarmament
Agency, it is an especially good time to
review this past and suggest some im-
provements. In reviewing the past, one
of the agreements I will bring up is
the little knows basic principles of re-
iations, which was part of SALT I and
SALT 1L In this agreement, both sides
agreed not to seek to gain unilateral
advantage. . .

- But, if there Is a common thread to
the Soviet approach to arms control, it

has been to gain unilateral advantage, _.

beginning with the first arms control
initiative, the nuclear test moratori-

um. As I will discuss, this has also

been the case with the Threshhold -

Test Ban, the ABM Treaty, the Inter-
im ‘Agreement, SALT II, the Geneva
and . the Biological and
Toxins Weapons Conventions. Soviet
violations and circumventions have de-~

stroyed all of the basic objectives we

had in entering into these treaties. .-

Clearly, the -horriblé consequences’
associated with today’s weapons of war'
are of such a magnitude that in spite .

of the past disappointments, "we
cannot afford to discard the process.
But chianges are definitely called for. I

believe Dr. Adelman has the wisdom -

to identify and retain the positive as--

pects and the imagination and courage

to identify and put forth
tives. . T A

Mr. President, the problem of com-
pliance has to be dealt with as a

new initia-

matter of highest. priority. I also ’

‘would like to remind the Senate of the

seven most militarily significant viola-
tions and circumventions, to which Dr.
Adelman will surely.give his intense
attention. These_seven Soviet viola-
tions are: T - e e

-

First, Soviet deployment of heavy = -
ICBM's replacing light ICBM’'s, en-..-



Y
n
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. ‘abling them to quintuple tbeir coum
terforce capability, .~ = -=.7 %
-+ Second, Soviet ICBEM rapid reload/
‘refire, stockpiling. of- extra missiles,
- covert soft launch, and mobile ICBM
"capability, circumventing all- SALT
launcher_ceilings, and also adding a
strateglc reserve with strong counter-

£z force capabilities. - .
+.'Third, Soviet ﬂlght-testing of two
‘ new type ICBM's, in violation of SALT

R

' II, which adds to an already over-

whelming counterforce capability.
. . Fourth, Soviet violation. of the
- Threshold Test Ban Treaty in militari-
:-1¥ significant ways, which also adds to
- their counterforce capability. - .. ..
.-, Pifth, Soviet development of a pa-
. ; tionwide ABM defense, through their
. construction of ABM battle-manage-
ment radars, three types of SAM’s for

- _‘ ABM mode use, and a mobile or rapid-~

Iy deployable new ABM in mass pro-
- duction. All of these capabilities give
‘ the Soviets a rea.l ABM breakout ca.pa-

= bmt Y. .

“ - Sixth, Soviet vioiation of the biclogl:

i ml wa.rfare and chemlcal weapons con-
ventlons. - JE T

:‘Seventh, Soviet deployment of of-

* fensive weapons to Cuba, in violation

" of the Kennedy-Khrushchev agree-
ment of1962. . LT T TS LT

- President Reagan, himself has ac~

- cused the Soviets of four of the above

. arms. control violations. The Scrow-

. croft MX_ Commission report men-

..tloned one, Dr. Henry Kissinger has

. referred to one as “sharp practice,”

” and the Defense Department has ex-

pressed concern over one.

s . toward the future that I will discuss is

_ patience. The rush to-seek agreement

" for immediate political gains has di-

" rectly contributed to the failure of

SALT I and SALT II. Certainly, if

there Is any quality Dr. Adelman has

d!splayed over thie past few months, it

-is that of patience-and, to hls grea.t
credlt I might add.

. ;I will also propose several major new

- inItIatives to help deal with the diffi-

cult question of verification, and I will

strongly support the need to focus

much more attention on how wars

start, that we may better prevent their

. occurrence. Dr. Adelman’'s training in

political affairs: and his impressive

- writings prepare him eminently well to

= .lead serlous efforts in these areas. Rt

+ - Above all, the arms control process

needs leadershlp and’ direction on a

continuing, day-to-day basls. Someone

who- s mindful of the past and realis-

tic about the future. I believe that Dr.

Adelman fits that bill and shoulq be

confirmed by the Senate. - -

- Mr, President, with this brief lntro-

duction, I would like to turn now and

. review the accomplishments of our

past arms control efforts with the
Soviet Unlon. -

. The 1958 nuclear test moratorium
can be taken as the first real United
States-Soviet arms control agreement.
This informal agreement was actually
Just a succession of unilateral public

- Another requirement In "looking -

- . - -
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statements in whlch both sides agreed

-+ % to ceasé nuclear testing. This morato-

‘rium lasted until September 1, 1961,
when the Soviets unilaterally: resumed
atmospheric nuclear testing with the
-most extensive series of nuclear tests
the world -has ever experienced, in-

cluding tests at high altitude and,

TTé

ylelds in excess'of 50 megatons. . ..I’

_In examining this Soviet breakout of _

the moratorium, three observations
areworthmaklng. Tty

First, it is highly probable tha.t the
Soviets intended to violate the agree-
ment from the beginning. The tests
. were too extensive, too well planned,

~-and too great an extension of the prior

art to be viewed as a mere Soviet de-
fensive move undertaken in response
to French atomic tests in early 1961.

Second, the United States knew In:

advance that the Soviets were going to
resume testing, but did nothing to pre-
pare the United States ‘to respond
either with its own test series or with
a propaganda barrage. It was not until
some time after the Soviet test serles

..was finished that the United States

decided to resume a.tmospherlc testing,
which it did in April 1962. .

The third observation concems the
arms control protest response in the
U.S! media. President~Kennedy had
expected an outpouring of U.S. media
protest when the ‘Soviets broke the
moratorium and was surprised when
only a dribble came forth. The U.S.
outcry did not emerge until the United
States decided to resume testlng the
following spring.

The moratorium enabled the Soviets
to leapfrog ahead of the United States
in the design of high-yield weapons
and to galn critical knowledge of
weapon effects associated with high
altitude explosions. At that time, high-

yleld designs were important-to over- ' ol
‘- United States has had one case of-

come accuracy deficiencies associated

with the attack of hardened targets. .
- Understanding the effects of high alti-

tude nuclear explosions since has been
determined to be very significant in
designing ballistic missile defenses and

in assessing the vulnerability of elec-.

" tronics and the changes in communi-
cation propagation paths caused by
‘the high-altitude burst electromagnet-
ic pulse phenomena.

The second United Sta.tes-Soviet
arms control agreement was the 1962
Kennedy-Khrushchevy Cuba _ agree-
ment. On October 27, 1962, Khru-

shchev proposed “to remove those

weapons from Cuba which you regard
as offensive weapons.” In his response,
President Kennedy made it quite clear
that the weapons not only be removed,

but “further Introductign be halted.”
"The “weapons” not-only referred to

‘bombers and missiles, but troops as

well. As had been acknowledged by

‘Khrushchev the previous day, “troops

are by Soviet definition offensive
weapons,” Finally, Kennedy stated
that the serles of letters should be re-
garded “as firm undertakings on the
part of both our Governments.”

S4641 e

While there Is some doubt as to
whether or not all the Soviet offensive -

missiles and bombers were actually re-
moved at the time, there is no doubt
that since thén, Cuba has been trans-

formed into a Soviet military base that . -

‘is now as significant a danger to the.

United States as it was about to

. become In the fall of 1962, perhaps

more significant. The offensive mill-
tary capabilities that have been intro-

combat military brigade that could be
.specially tralned Spetsnaz forces for

sabotage, special operations, or nucle- -.
ar weapobs security forces; nuclear -

submarine docking and supply facili-

" ties, expanded air base facllities; and
-associated basing and operations of re- -
. "connaissance and, more importantly,

= duced gradually Into Cuba include a .° .~

.

nuclear capable aircraft, namely Migo'

23's and TU-95 Bear bombers. L
“ Cuba also has been turned into the
main base—or revolutionary center to

revolutionary. forces and- exporting
these forces and equipment to Central

bean. Cuban - intelligence, " totally: a

- Soviet KGB surrogate, has been iden-
tified as active In-intelligence oper- -

ations within the United States and in

use Soviet terrninology—for -training

" America and throughout the Carrib- .. )

supplying heroin and other -illegal-

States
In the fall of 1963 a formal agree-

‘ment banning at atmospheric tests,
was -

the Limited Test Ban Treaty,
signed and. ratified. The objectives
were- tegstop polluting the atmosphere
and to pyt a cap on the development
of high-yield designs. Underground
testing was permitted provided that no
radloactive debris would be allowed to
escape Into the atmosphere and be
carried across national boundaries.

to criminals fn the United N

Since the treaty went into effect, the

minor “venting” of debris that was de- °

posited locally and did not pass any
national boundaries. In contrast, the
Soviet Union has repeatedly vented—
30 known times—with sufficient Iinten-
sity that the radioactive debris was
carried beyond the Soviet boundaries.
The Unlted States has repeatedly com-
plained, but with no apparent effect.
.These are

never raised the level of public under-
standing of the nature of the threat or

the extent of the Soviet violations.

Our reactions, Soviet disdain; and our

almost total failure to pursue the obvi-

ous patterns, have nearly rendered the

"treaty vold on one side. While we have

adhered to it, they certainly have not.

. Throughout the 1960's, the most sig-

nlfica.nt nuclear arms control efforts
were unilateral American initiatives.
In this time frame, we greatly expand-
ed our nuclear capability with the de-
ployment of 1,000 Minuteman missiles
and 41 Polaris submarines with 656
misslles. . :

But, these deployments should not
be allowed to mask the more dominant
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public statements and discussions have . .
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long-range actions that were undertak- U.S. action, came In November 1969 also is the only area where the United
en in the early 1960's to “put the nu- when President Nixon renounced the States, in entering into the treaty, ac-
clear genle back In the bottle.” - =~ useof biological weapons and declared knowledged that means of verification
The Minuteman and Polarls deploy- that the United States would destroy were totally inadequate and then dis-
ments were mainly the last vestige of its stockplle of such agents and weap- counted the need to verify, perhaps
_ ~ momentum of the nuclear weapons ons. This action was extended in Feb- because the United States previously
. programs of the 1050’s. The Minute- ruary 1970 to include toxins. Within 2 had decided to disarm unilaterally and
man deployment actually was a signifl- years, the’ Soviet Union and the perhaps because, as stated during the - .
cant cutback from what had been pre- United States, and a varlety of other hearings on the treaty, the weapons
viously planned and funded. The pro- nations, signed the- Biological and were not considered strategically sig-
curement was to have been 4,000 mis- Toxin Weapons Convention, which nificant. This, of course, was mislead-
siles. This was cut back to.1,000 mis- went into effect in March 1975. By ing because at that time, eminent sci-
{REE siles, which was selected as the small- that time, the United States had al- entists privately and publically warned
2 est number Secretary McNamara feit ready destroyed all its stocks of blo- that developments In the new field of -
: - *" .. he could get through Congress and get loglcal and toxin agents and weapons, genetic engineering soon would make
- the Alr Force to accept. The Polaris although some minor quantities were biological and toxin weapons very stra- -
program also was cut back somewhat, later learned to have been retained In-- tegically significant, = - ) o -
. *  Also, begimlmg in 1964, the United advertg.ntly by the CIA. This action - The major wate.rshed m U‘n]ted-'
4 © " States shut down 10 nuclear weapons was accornpanied by parallel unilateral states-Soviet ~nuclear arms control
i material production reactors, explicit- - disarming actions by the United States aoreements in the 1970's came in May -
A 1y to limit the avallability of critical in the chemlcal warfare area that left~ 1972, an election year, when SALT I
il nuclear material, and in that manner, the United States essentially unarmed and the basic principles of relations
1% . ‘place a ceiling on the future size to in the chemical area by 1975. The ' were signed in Moscow. SALT I had
4% ‘which the U.S. nuclear stockpile could United States now has no offensive two parts, the ABM Treaty and the In- -

»

T . expand. At about the same time, the biological or toxin capability, essen-. AB eaty -
i | new B-70 strateglc bomber that was fo tially no chemical offensive capability, ﬁfg"{o‘ﬁﬁ?‘;ﬁ’c‘ﬁ I;I:;fy to I:i,ﬂ_ghz b
A _ have succeeded the B-52 was canceled. and very weak defenses to use to coun- geployment areas, later reduced to -
And finally, weapon system design ef- teract a Soviet biological or chemical gne, and to limit ABM technology de-
i forts having first strike capabilities, attack. . T ‘velopment. The Interim Agreement
i . for example high yield and high accu- - What few people know Is that the gn5'to limit competition in offensive .’
.. .racy, were discouraged, along with 1963 U.S. decision to disarm unilateral- " gtrategic arms for 5 years while fur-
ABM development efforts, . 1y had been preceded by a secret, ther negotiations were conducted.
In addition to these “strategic” ac- Soviet invitation for mutual restraint Gompetition was to be limited by plac-:-
tions, there also was a strong effort to in chemical and biological warfare jno a ceiling on the number of ICBM '
- wput the theater nuclear genie back in  that was passed to President Nixon via and4 SIBM launchers and by limiting
the bottle” Immediately following a Soviet double agent. This deceptive conversion-"of light launchers into
President Kennedy’s inauguration, the invitation was responsible for the jiunchers for modern heavy ICBM's,
: ~ NATO policy review group was formed President’s decision.- . -~ In addition, both sides agreed not to
P . to review and revise U.S. theater nu- . However, notwithstanding . this jnierfere with the national means of -
o . clear policy. The thrust of the new Soviet invitation and the U.S. disarm- -tenhnical verification, and not to use
-t . policy, officially adopted in late April ing. initiatives, beginning in roughly - galiberate concea.lm—e'nt measures to
SRR 1961, was to shift NATO strategy and 1972 the Soviets began a major expan- jmnede verification. .
‘. - . capability from nuclear to convention- sion of their chemical, biological, and " p.fire examinin Soviet and U.S ac.
L . al defense. The implementing actions _toxin research, development, produc- tions covered b t}fese two agreex'n;ents ~
e T had significant impact. on personnel, tion, and testing programs. Then, in over the ensuiny ears, it is useful first-
oo deployments, posture, plans, technical the late 1970’s the Soviets are believed - tg consider theg't’;hird'a eement, the--
i o _‘assistance to allies, and especially on..to have employed and assisted others pyogaration of Béslc’Priirci les of Re-
the development of new tactical and . In employing lethal chemical agenls 1 ii0hc that was signed. 3 %‘a s after -
theater nuclear systems, all of which and toxins in Southeast Asia and Af- oAy 3 put which ignusxiany 1g¥nored—
. “werecanceled. .~ . T S. a0 ol ghanistan in direct violation of both it is not even contained in the annual )
.. ‘- During this same period of time, the the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the .4 ~“~ontrol Agency’s “arms control
"1960's, the Soviets deployed their first - 1972' Biological and Toxin Weapons anq S o ent agseement” publica-
* significant array of strategic nuclear Convention. Finally, in 1979, it became - 4; _oven though igtris exp]ic‘?v vy
systems. This deployment was well un- apparent that the Soviets were can- ; "4y preamble of suhseduer;r. agree- -
--derway in 1964. It was sufficiently tinuing to manufacture and store bio- ;ments';;uch as the prevention of nu- .
: " massive that Secretary Clifford in his logical warfare agents, also in delibers 1. “war acreement gn’d SALTIL . -
. last speech as Secretary of Defense in -ate violation of the 1972 convention. * - In the d gll- ti £ basi inel '1 '
{ « - . January 1969, warned that the Soviet . The Soviet  Unién has dénied 21 . e declara ‘°n.&d ;f“t" prm%pgs
- Union would surpass the United States charges of violations in Southeast Asia Of relations, the Uni &es 'atflh' the
_ - - in strategic nuclear capability later and Afghanistan.-Moreover, in retali- Soviet Union, among t° er .lnIngs,
f* " that year. This change in the balance ation the Soviet Union countercharged agreed to “do tgee.r u”mozt to avoid
o was also reflected in President Nixon’s that the United States was the source military cgnfx"?%: ‘gnl ant_ to lexer-
- shift from having strategic superiority of the contaminants and, further, that - Cise restraint.” The cec aration clearly
- " .as an objective, one that he cam- we are experimenting with biological states: --_ 570 cETE LTI

e ki 7 s .
o T et K
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-
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paigned for in 1968, to a “sufficiency” 'warfare in Afghanistan. Further, the - Both sides recognize that efforts to obtaln

_ - objective in March 1969. "~ - - Soviet Union . has obstructed . the unilateral advantage at the expense of the
. ”ImeU.S. policy in the 1960’s of let- United Nations efforts to investigate. other, directly 03""’”“‘,14';%?9 Inconsistent
T ting. the Soviets ‘catchup and attain - In sum, the United States has been th these objectives, .-°.._tw= & -7t f
strategic parity had been achieved by able to do nothihg other than raise . - The parties agreed to “continue to-
1969, Additional expansion of Soviet ‘the issue . through -a serles of de. make special.efforts to limit strategic
theater nuclear capability followed marches and, after those proved inef- armaments’@g . - SheerEsTloTeEoo
~and later, in the mid to late 1970’'s fective, through public ~complaints, - Furthermorg, they agreed “to-pro-
 both their strategic and theater nucle- that have been equally ineffective. mote conditions in which all countries
ar capabilities were still further ex--- This is the only situation in which Cwill live in peace and security and will
panded—U.S. unilateral restraint in the top U.S. leadership have explicitly, not be subject to outside interference
both areas notwithstanding. . " unanimously, and publically accused. in their internal affairs.” This certain-
~The last significant arms control the Soviets of deliberate arms control ly lays the basis for valid subsequent
action in the 1960’s, again, a unilateral violations. It is interesting that this concern over diplomatic- *“linkage.”

. — . . . he

s ’ . - : - : . - - e

Approved For Release 2008/01/31 : CIA-RDP85

M00363.R00080‘1J786022.-8 . it



Aprzl 14, 1.983

Good behavior Is explicitly called for
_i{n the SALT I Declaration of Basie

" Principles of Relations. This declara-

tion Is very Important to consider in

"~ deciding how to interpret possible vio-

-

" insignificant.

“lations or circumventions, as well as
other misbehavior of concern. .- . =
In interpreting the various SOViet ac-
~tions as.violations or circumventions,
.two ~additionial important consider-
ations are the significance of the ac-

 tions and whether they relate to the.
- spirit or letter of the treaty. -

. 1f an action is not militarily :ﬁgmh-

. cant, is it still important? The prob-

lem, of course, is the word “signifi-
cant.” To many articulate and influen-
- cial experts in the arms control area,
very ‘little at present-is militarily sig-
nificant because the levels of arma-
ments are so high. Anything over a
few hundred weapons is deemed insig-
pificant according to this view. -

‘This view. is then- directly w.rned

_over into verification and specifically -
" into the “adequacy” or “sufficiency™

of the verification, where adequacy
‘and sufficiency are determined by

" one’s bellefs concerning “significance.” -
In the minimum deterrence view, ver--
- ification is really a nonproblem; sever-"

al thousand waxheads more or less is

. Equally subjeetive ls the question of

. whether it is the letter or the spirit of

. the agreement that the signatories

should be held accountable for, and in’

the case of spirit, this would include

* how unilateral statements should be

treated. Some of the most serious
problems or disagreements that have
arisen have been questions of interpre-
tation, questions of “sharp negotiating
practices.” and negotiating
tion.” e

One school of t.hought is that the
spirit of an arms control agreement iy
a U.S. invention, and something to
which the Soviets can not to be held
accountable. On the other hand, in
most cases, it is clear that the Soviets
were aware of the U.S. concerns, knew
at the time they would be violated and
kept silent or deliberately misled

American negotiators. Is this in keep-.
ing with the basic principles of rela-:

tions, specifically the principles of co-

operation and no efforts to obtain unj-

lateral advantage?

.Either way, from the American
point-of-view In evaluating the entlire
arms control process, what has to be
" most important is the extent to which
.our national security Interests are
. being-served and safeguarded. If objec-
tives are not met, if the treaty In ret-
" rospect Is regarded as'a bad bargain,

then, the entire process ls placed at
risk. -

Therefore, in the loIlov« ing review of:

United States and Soviet action under
SALT I, and later under SALT II, the

. eriterfa for evaluation is the combina-

.tion of military significance, specific
treaty terms, and the basic principles
of cooperation, mutual restraint, and
no efforts to gain unilateral advantage

“decep-
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as agreed to in the 1972 decla.ra.tion of
basie principles of relations. ..

S

ployable mobile ABM. Together they
- also could provide a second base for a

“Following the SALT I agreement, -nationwide ABM capability.

the United States scrupulously com-
plied with all aspects of the ABM and
the interim agreement. The main issue

. raised by the Soviets concerned small

environmental covers placed over min-:
uteman silos for_ weather protection
purposes. These were removed follow-
ing Soviet complaints.

- The situation with Soviet. actions

. was not as simple; nor were. their reac-
* tions to U.S. complairits so responsive. _-

There have been a variety of technical
treaty violations by the Soviet Union,

‘including - failure to stay within the’
‘upper limit on launchers allowed, de-

ployment of ICBM's In’ disallowed
areas, for example, SS-11's at SS-4
sites and operational SS-9's at test

ranges; opening a new ABM test range

without prior notification, and testing
three air defense systems—both radars,
and missiles—in ari ABM mode. "
Most of these technical violations do
not appear to be of any immediate sig-
nificance, although some people might
question the illegal basing of SS-9 and
SS-11 missiles and the testing of air
defense systems in an ABM mode 23S,
not only strategically significant, but

also as a major threat to sta.bi]ity Part .
> of the problem In assessing signifi-.

cance in such cases, Is that the signlﬂ-
cance really may not be apparent until
a much later time. This Is especially’
true In regard to testing air defense
systems i an’ ABM mode. If the test
leads to subsequent models that have- °
a significant capability against ICBM
or SLBM warheads, the basis for a na--
tionwide defense is established. And,
with the recent tests of the SAM-12 in
an ABM mode, this is exactly what ap-
pears to have happened. - - -

The SAM-12 is a new mobﬂe a.ir de-'
fense system that has been tested in
an ABM mode. This system has been’
tested against IRBM's and MRBM's
and has been assessed as effective’
against pershing and mlisslles aboard
poseidon and trident submarines. The
SAM-12 i3 expected to go Into produc-

tion shortly and have an initial operat-

ing capability in the mid-1980°’s; With
the SAM-12, the Soviets have a rela-
tively cheap ABM system that can be
proliferated. As a replacement for cur-"
rent air defense Systems, this suggests
the procurement of thousands of dis-

crete” point defense ‘systems, which

when Internetted may provide an ef-
fective . nationwide BMD capability.
Because {t is mobile, it is essentially
covert and nontargetable, which is
precisely as called for in the classifled-
Soviet general staff lLterature 1n the
late 1960's.

The seriousness of this Soviel: viola- ’
tion of the ABM Treaty Is further In-
creased by two additional Sov{el: ac-
tions that, if correctly a.nalyzed also
could be very significant violations.
These are the construction of radars
with assessed battle management ca-
pability at five locations and the ap-

parent development of a rapldly de-

These combined developments mean

_the Soviets should be expected to have

a two-layered nationwide BMD capa-
bility: coming into existence within 5§
years. And, as the Soviets themselves

_have stated, the development of a.na- -

tionwide ABM capability would- be a

" most strategically significant develop-

ment, one that would have major:
fmpact on the balance of power. In the
just released bipartisan Scrowcroft

Commission report on strategic pro-

grams, thére are three references to
the Soviet capability. to now breakout
of the ABM Treaty.

The most significant Soviet vlolé.tion

or circumvention, labeled a “sharp

practice” by Henry Kissinger, was the
Soviet deployment of their new SS-19
missile, clearly a heavy missile as de-
fined by SALT I, as a replacement for

“the light SS-11 missile. This has been

acknowledged as significant by numer-
ous top U.S. officials, as clearly out-
side the spirit of the agreement, and,
as revealed In reports from sensitive
{ntelligence sources, to have been
known and considered by the Soviet
officials during the negotiations—spe-
cifically in stonewalling U.S. efforts to
define “Hght” and “heavy” and in not
responding to U.S. unilateral state-

ments. Indeed, Soviet statements ac- .

tively misled the Umted /States about
the SS-19. .

Thregugh this actlon more than any
other, the Soviet Union achleved sub-
stantial unilateral advantage in offen-
sive strategic nuclear capabilities
during the 1970%s. It is hard to view

.this action as in any sense being con- -

sistent with the basic principles of re-
lations or with U. S. arms control ob-
jectives. .. -

The final Soviet indiscretion during

the SALT I Agreement, was a steady
increase in the.use of deliberate cam-
ouflage, concealment, and deception
designed to interfere with our national

technical means of verification. The -

known measures employed Include

camouflage of ICBM testing, produc-’
tion, and deployement; concealment of .

ballistic missile submarine construc-
tion and - berthing, including the
famous “rubber submarine”; and the
encryption of missile telemetry.
Because the treaty forbids new con-

_cealment and deception practices, not
continuation-of-old practices, one can’

argue that all the preceding examples
were merely continuation of prior
practices and do not constitute viola-
tions. One also can argue that the pre-
. ceding examples were not violations
because natlonal technical means are
not defined and because the Soviet

Unlon still considers U.S. satelllte sur-- -

velllance as illegal spying. :
However, there is no. question about
what the United States meant during
the negotiations, and the Importance
the United States places an verifiabi-
lity. Consequently, it Is difficult to
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. label these Soviet actions as anything

other than significant violations of the
basic principles of relations' and of
SALT I, particularly because they
gradually and. increasingly have been
expanded over the ensuring years, &
Soviet practice that will be discussed
further under SALTIL. .
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States, and that SALT II put no sig- *

nificant constraints on the Soviets and
was even more disadvantageous to
America. - .. - .
.The feeling of inequality, which was
made a major public Issue by the com-
mittee on the present danger, was-

- helghtened by a growing concern over

"The second major nuclear arms con- ' the general misbehavior of the Soviet

trol agreement of the 1970°s was the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, which_
limited underground nuclear tests to a

Union.- - T e A A
By 1979, it was clear that SALT Idid
not stop the buildup in Soviet nuclear

maximum yield of 150 kilotons. Since * ¢apability. This buildup took on an es-

the treaty yield limit went into effect
in 1976, the Soviets are reported to
have conducted over 15 tests in excess
of the 150-kiloton threshold. In two re-
ported cases, even the lower uncertain-
ty.bound on the yield calculation was
in excess of 150 kilotons, with one re-
ported to have - been ‘400" kilotons,
grossly In excess of the prescribed
limit. I T T e

The United States has repeatedly
complained, but to no avail. The Sovi-
ets continue to maintain that there

_ have been no violations; and, the Sovi-
" ets turned down the U.S. proposal to

allow on site inspection at each others
test sites to help resolve the compli-

ance disagreement. : . .
The last event of the 1970's.was

" SALT II. Negotiations began 'in No-

vember 1972, and ended with the sign-
ing of the agreement in Vienna on
June 18, 1979. The principal U.S. ob-
jectives were to correct the launcher

- humber - inequalities ~registered in

SALT I, establish equal limits on the

‘number of strategic nuclear delivery

vehicles, begin to reduce those num-
bers, and restrain further qualitative

developments that might threaten .
. future stability..’ e e s

SALT IT negotiations encountered
numerous difficulties in trying to deal
with d:fferent forres, systems, and
concepts. Trying to corral the entire

. panoply of Soviet delivery “vehicles,

and do so in a manner that was verifi-
able, perhaps was the treaty’s undo-

o ing. And when SALT II was presented

to the Senate for its advice and con-
sent, it quickly became apparent that
the treaty was in trouble. ° ° N
‘Before considering the U.S.. and
Soviet actions under SALT II, it is
worth reviewing the main reasons why

- the Senate-and the public would not

support the treaty, which then catised
the President to defer its active con-
sideration. First, the treaty was simply

* too complex, and exactly those factors

that made the treaty complex were-
such that a party not wanting to be
constrained by the treaty, was not.
The loopholes were said to be suffi--
ciently large to driver a Mack truck.

- through. This was judged espécially .
fmportant to those who opposed the%f" -At times, there have been questions

treaty because of the actions by the:
Soviet Union that were clearly outside’

. the spirit of SALT I, such as SS-19 de-.

ployment, SAM testing in ABM modes,
and increased use of concealment and
deception measures. ~ T
The consensus was that SALT I had-
been to the disadvantage of the United

pecially ominous character with the
deployment of the 5S-18 and SS-19
missiles and the newly revised assess-
ments of Soviet missile accuracy, both -
of which raised concerns of Soviet first
strike intentions and potential,

It was also clear that détente, SALT
1, and SALT II had not resulted in im-
proved U.S.-Soviet relations or in a’
more peaceful, secure world. Soviet in--
stigation and active support of revolu-
tionary movements in Third World
areas and sabotage of U.S. relations
with those countries, had taken on a
new and greatly expanded dimension
in the 1970’s. The. declaration of basic
principles of, relations notwithstand-

".{ng, there certainly was no diplomatic

“linkage” in the Soviet mind, or at
least not the type the United States.
-had expected to be associated with de-
tente and continued arms control ne-
gotiation, as spelled out in the declara-
tion. . . .. .

The three events that sealed the
fate of SALT II, at least up to the
present, were first, the revealing in
July and August 1979, of the presence
of a combat brigade in Cuba; second;
‘the Soviet.invasion of Afghanistan in
December 1979; and 2 months later,
the revealing of a large scale anthrax
accident that had taken place at -
Sverdlovsk the previous April and that.
indicated that the Soviets were active-
ly violating the biological and toxin
weapans convention that had taken
effect only 4 years earlier. And, woven
in amongst these “indiscretions,” was
the emergence v. evidence that strong-
1y suggested that the Soviets were vio-
lating or circumventing SALT Iin the
variety of ways mentioned earlier..-

All the above, coupled with the prob--

lems of the SALT II treaty language”’
itself, caused the administration and-.
the proposed treaty to-lose credibility..
. SALT II, .although not officially.
withdrawn from Senate consideration,
was set aside and the treaty has yet to
be ratified. Consequently, there is con-
siderable question of how to view
Soviet and U.S. actions following sign-
ing of the treaty. Are violations chal-
lengeableornot?. =~ -- - - :

‘whether- either the Soviet Union or
the United States felt bound by the
.treaty. The U.S. policy is not to under--
cut SALT II as long as the Soviets
show equal restraint. The Soviets are
not known to have mdde a high-level
commitment to observe SALT II, but
have informally indicated they have_
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been complying with the terms of the
treaty. - L e e T
Rather than get lost In the legal
morass, or likewise in the technicall-
ties of the treaty itself, it seems more
useful to examine subsequent actions
as indications of intentions and for the
lessons that possibly can be drawn. -~
~The United States has clearly com- -

plied with all aspects of the SALT II -

treaty. Internal DOD directives ad-
dress all the terms and insure that de-

velopers and planners understand that -

they are as constrained by the terms -

of SALT II as much as they would be
had it been ratified. Numerous specific,
actions regarding deployed weapon

systeras have been taken that further -— -
. reflect this adherence. . -

With the Soviet actions, again, sever-
al major concerns have arisen. The ac-
tions of greatest concern have been
rapid reload and refire exercises of the .
SS-18 missile; concealed deployment
of banned mobile SS-16 missiles at the
Plesetsk Test Range; deployment of

long range alr-to-surface cruise mis- .
siles on TU-95 Bear intercontinental =~

bombers and on Backfire bombers,.
which greatly increases their intercon-

L.

tinental attack capability; almost total _ .

encryption of the telemetry associated.
with the testing of all significant mis-
siles; development of two new types of
ICBM's: testing of a new mobile air de-
fense system, SAM-12, in an ABM
mode; further increased strategic cam-
ouflage, concealment, and deception.
desizned to interfere with the U.S. na-.
tional means of technical verification;
and finally, evidence of direct attack

on one of the U.S. national technical. -

means with blinding laser radiation..  -:.

T

The implications of this panoply of -

Soviet indiscretions are quite simple:-

Verification of Soviet compliance s

now an obvious major problem for the

United States. More and more, it ap-: -
pears that the arms control process: -

has had little effect on Soviet nuclear =

weapons programs, and the declara-

tion of basic principles of relations is-_
clearly ineffective and inoperative.~> “."_

Verification is a major problem.for -
two main reasons. First, the telemetry

" encryption prevents -accurate assess- - :

ments of Soviet missile capabilities, -

such as range and payload. In terms of -
capabilities, this is significant. - - -

For example, Soviet telemetry en-
cryption prevents assessment of criti-"

cal SS-20 parameters. We cannot
assess whether the SS-20, whose de- -
ployment continues, has an interconti- .

nental capability. There is consider-- .

able disagreement over the "S5-20,

range—it could be greater than -the ™
5,000-km range that is most often asso-"

ciated with it. A mere 10-percent in--

crease would put the SS-20. into the.

SALT II ICBM category. The missile -~
range clearly becomes intercontinental’
if the payload is reduced to’one war-. -

head. And, in this regard, it is impor-.
tant. to recall that eich of the three’
warheads said to make up the current
SS-20 payload is larger than most



.

o

" tercontinental

- heads, could be-an excellent land- are - now "based and being “staged’
based strategic reserve, and also.could * through the island. Nuclear subma--
Soviet surprise’ rines of the Golf and Echo:class have _

- close to justifying the system, both in chea, and Afghanistan
- terms of quantity and quality. -
The second problem of verification is the Soviet invasion threat and imposi-.
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Minuteman warheads: It is also an in- _in areas that contributed to ‘the defer-
missile if it is deployed " ral of the treaty from active Senate
northward into the Kola Peninsula or consideration in 1980 have continued
Kamchatka area, from which the mis- through 1983 and, in most cases, have
sile can reach most of the United
States. - -

. =u" - . case of Cuba, nuclear capable aircraft
The SS-20, with either 1, 2, or 3 war-~

(Mig-23's and TU-95 Bear bombers)

play a major role in a
first strike because of -its ability to been identified at the Cienfuegos Sub
launch out of unexpected areas, thus Base. =~ ~ = .. . . .* o
confusing the defense satellite warn- The Soviet ‘war against ‘Afghanistan
ing system. Moreover, there is no continues. The use of toxin and lethal
target base in Europe that comes even - chemical weapons in
has been inten-
sified. Most recently;

the result of mobile missiles, the SS~- ton of martial law in Poland and asso-
16, SS-20, and "perhaps. the most ciated restrictions in individual free-

. recent PL~-5, which is described as an doms, which is only one of a continu-

“-on to the SS-20 or SS-16. Since the the Soviet Union

B _the need for mobile missiles for surviv- -

’

-target the missiles. . L e

_ ficult to ignore. Now, to verify the

intercontinental mobile missile follow-.. ing succession of blatant violations by
~of the Helsinki
early 1960’s, the Soviets have stressed Agreement. .0~
ability. Because of .their ability to of suspicion associated with the possi-
change location and their relative ease
of concealment and camouflage, sur-
vivability is- achieved .because the
enemy cannot effectively. find and

ed assassination of the Pope.

"~ YLooking back over the past 25-year
_ history of arms control, the U.S. objec-
.. - tives for the most part have been

This makes verification a serious honest and sincere. The best encapsu-
problem in two ways: First, the mis- lation of the U.S. objective has been,
siles are almost impossible to find and, - 2s best expressed by President Kenne-
hence, to verify. Verification of pro-  dy, to “put the nuclear genie back in
duction probably is even harder. the bottle.” : :
Second, they bring into question the
SALT I practice whereby counting
silos was considered tantamount to
counting launchers, and that, in.turn,
to counting missiles. In this latter
sense, mobile missiles do not make ver-
ification more difficult, they only
make non-silo-based missiles more dif-

erable credence -to the conclusions
from a 1973 British intelligence report
on a meeting of high level East Euro-

eral Secretary, Leonid Brezhnev, ex-
plained that détente was really a ruse
designed - to better enable the Soviets
to gain .overall military superiority.
This report was suppressed by high
U.S. officials at the time because it ran

number of strategic offensive missiles,
it becomes necessary to recognize and
account for the thousands of extra
missiles known to exist but not con-

tained in the silos. Further, it will be counter to U.S. détente policy.

' difficult to estimate with credibility

time magazine article, wrote,

quantities of mobile missiles merely by
If the Soviets refuse to discuss such a pro-

counting buildings within which they

are “believed” to ge s::otreii. 'S PLA
The two new Soviet ICBM's.

and PL-5, are also significant in that gggg;r;,mng;og;argeggg ‘;’;:;‘%‘;S;f;gg;j

they further support the argument tym:(B) they belleve strategic edges can be

that the arms control process has not. translated into political advantages; (C).

had any appreciable effect on the arms control to the Soviets is an. aspect of

" Soviet arms development process or political warfare whose aim Is not reclprocal

schedule. The Soviet system continues stability but unilateral advantage. :
to turn out new and improved capabili-  Mr, President, looking back, it would
ties, contrary to U.S. expectations for seem to me that all three of these con-
the strategic arms limitation process.  clusions already should have been
. Nor are the Soviet developments the reached. - . "

result of a “mindless momentum,” - Having reviewed the somewhat sorry
often attributed to the Soviet system. accomplishments of our arms control
The capabilities that emerge are well efforts over the past 25 years, I would
designed and carefully planned to sup- like to sum up the lessdns we should

port Soviet military doctrine In an ef- have learned and then suggest some

ficient and cofierent manner. About changes that I would like to see the
the only thingithey do not fit Is the new Arms Control Director seriously
U.S. mirror Image doctrine often at- consider. ~
tributed to them. ’ ’
In addition to the above actions that the product of the past has been dis-
can be considered as challenging, if appointing and therefore changes In
not conflicting with.the terms of the expectation orin approach or both are
SALT II treaty, all the Soviet actions called for, second, rushing to achieve a

become all the more alarming. In the.

“tion and direction. -

Laos, Kampu- -

there has been

Finally, there Is the ominous cloud ~

ble Soviet involvement in the attempt- 10¢

At the same time, In assessessing the .
Soviet objectives, it is becoming in--
creasingly difficult not to give consid- .

pean officials at which the Soviet Gen-

Last month, Henry Kissinger, in a.

posal (his new approach to arms control),”
one of three conclusions Is inescapable: (A)-

The principal conclusions are ﬁrst,'

.

treaty by a certain date has been

. counter-productive, third, there are

very few areas where the meaningful

progress appears to exist, fourth,-ver-
ification of Soviet compliance is unat-
tainable with current approaches and

.new approaches need to be identified,

and fifth, the arms control process ap-
pears to suffer badly from a lack of ef-’
fective leadership in policy forrula-

‘In reviewing the accomplisiments of

- the arms control process,. it is hard to .

conclude that it has served United
States national security interests well.
The process has not contributed to -

stability or to” better United States- |
Soviet relations. It has not resulted in

any change in Soviet international be-_
havior. It has-not had any significant .

-
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‘mutuality of interest essential for real . - i

effect on Soviet weapon acquisition -

policy. - :
On the {

been accompanied by a substantial de-

in  relative . U.S. military .

strength—the result of simultaneous

" U.S. restraint in the face of continuing

Soviet expansion.” . - .
This does not mean that arms con-
trol efforts should cease. The dangers
of nuclear weapons and nuclear war -
are too severe not to continue a major
arms control effort. The above conclu-

. sion only means that the product of
“the past has been disappointing and
that changes in expectations or ap- -
‘proach are warranted, if not essential,

to achieye meaningful progress. -
One 'sericus problem in our ap-

proach to arms control has been the ..

rush to achieve results for immediate’
political payoff. This has been coun-
terproductive. Most serious problems
could have been (or were) anticipated
during the negotiation processes, but

were not resolved in the haste to reach .

agreement. This was clearly true of
the interim agreement and SALT IIL.--
“The failure to resolve differences, if

- anything, has damaged the process be- -

cause subsequent actions that were -
considered “at odds with the spirit of
the treaty,” in retrospect were directly
related to the negotiating problems.

-This,” in turn, resulted in attacks of

“sharp practices” and “negotiating de-
ception,” which have the effect of dis-
crediting the entire process. .

That is, the problem In the approach
fs not just that the Soviets cheat, but
also that the United States sacrifices
care and assumes unnecessary risks to
its security in the name of progress— -
progress that has turned out to be illu- -
sory and contrary to U.S. national se-
curity interests. R L .

And, this problem of reconciling dif-
ferences during negotlations should be
expected to grow more severe. The -
shear complexity of SALT-II and the
problems in start are worse—Indicates
that unless both sides share roughly
mutual Interests and intentions, it~
may be quite difficult to negotiate .a
safe and equitable agreement on a rea-

sonably: encompassing or comprehen- -
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sive treaty. This may be especially se-
rious because both sides do not appear
to share many mutual interests or in-
tentlons. . -

In fact, there appears to be very
little mutuality In United States and
.Soviet foreign policy and arms control
interests or objectives. In assessing in-
terests or intent, it is important to ex-
amine actions not words. In examining
actions, the results of the process
speak for themselves. It is difficult to

- find much congruence of interests or

intent.

Assessing interests or intent is fur-
ther a problem because of Soviet ide-
ology. In particular, the meanings
they assign to words, is alien to most
Americans. Words such as *“peace,”
“peaceful coexistance,” “delense,”

“noninterference,” simply do not have -

meanings in American dictionaries
that are in any sense similar to their
soviet counterparts. The faflure of

- _many U.S. negotiators to recognize

and understand this {s obvious in the
very. language of many agreements,

for example the basic principles of re-

lations and the biological and toxin
weapons conventionu .

Unpleasant as the thought may be,
. our objective to“put the nuclear genie

back in the bottle” may be unrealistic,
given the political and ideological dil-
ferences between the United States
and the Soviet Union. - .
“This is not a call to build arms. It is

-. . merely warning that U.S. security in-

-

terests, including arms control, might
be better served by channeling efforts
into areas where there might be some
prospect fof meaningful agreement,
rather than continuing to try {o nego-
tiate nuclear weapons out of existence.
The results of the arms control proc-
“ess over the past 25 years suggesis
that the weapons are not about to go
‘out of existence. It may =ven he unre-
alistic to expect to achieve substantial
reductions. These possibilities,: albe
unpleasant, need to be faced. -

. In reviewing the various arms con- .
~ trol problems, two areas where there

may be commaon interests are nonpro-
‘liferation and reducing the risks of ac-
cidental war. In regard to the second,
there has been a small but growing

recognition that. instead of foucsing.

almost sole attention on numbers of
weapons, we should direct increased
attention to the problem of how nucle-
ar war or other wars might start, and
look for ways to guard against that
event or reduce its likelihood. This is

an area that deserves greatly incrgased‘

attention. Lo e

~ To place verification in the proper
perspective, it is essential to recoghize
that verification is only half of the
problem. Enforcing compliance is the

other half. Another observation is

that there is no way of enforcing com-
pliance against the will of the noncom-
plying party, which generally will be

- the case when the noncomplying party

is deliberately noncomplying.
Perhaps the more serious complaint
levied against the overall approach of

" that, while the Soviets might exploif -is concerned. <.
“The START objective, to reduce the -
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the current administration has been The INF objective, to eliminate In-
the hpparent lack of a definite policy, termediate range systems, is good for
and of little central direction. The ad- three reasons: It is a simple concepl,
ministration is being subjected to pres- noncompliance Is probably easiest to

sures from a varlety of directions to {dentify, and follow-on actions, for ex- .

get moving seriously on arms control, ample, elimination of short-range mis-
and, except for the President, no one  siles, are easy to envision, ~ ~ :
appears able to respond effectively. | But, pressure has already caused the
" Policies appear to be . developed . Reagan administration to back off of
‘mainly to counter pressure from Con-’ this “zero base” option, which if suc-

gress and the media. INF and START, cessful would result in a treaty that -

to all outward impressions, are valid suffers from most of the defects of the
examples of this reactive problem. Im- past. The current yielding in process,
portant issues appear to be left to-the proposing an interim =agreement .in
inevitable compromises of bureaucrat- route to the zero base, Is reminiscent
ic polities, which produces ample iner- of the SALT 1 interim agreement and
tia, but little progress. The verifica- should be expected to be equally inef-

tion/compliance and chemical/biologi- ~ fective. However, while such a treaty ———

cal/toxins areass are two good exam- -would be technically deficlent and un-

ples of this problem. - verifiable, because most of the pres-
Verification was hot a serious Issue sure is coming from European NATO

in the past, becausé of the mystique countries, a bad {reaty that NATO de-

. associated -with national technical cides it wants, at least would not be
means; because of a widespread belief disharmonious insofar as the slliance.

_every loop hole and technicality, they
would not deliberately cheat; and be- levels of strategic nuclear arms, Is

- cause there was no history, that_is, no good because it recognizes the need to -

- data base or experience, to draw upon. reduce the stockpiles if meaningful ac--

All these perceptions have changed, complishments are to be achieved and
and it should be clear that verification especially because as a collateral con-
has rapldly become the Achilles’ heel dition the need for cooperative meas-
of arms control. Yet, no one has taken ures of verification visibly brings out
charge, or. has been allowed to take the severe disablilities of the national
charge, of this area, and congressional technical means of verification. How-
concern over the types of violations ever, insofar as there are substantial
and circumventions previously men-
tioned is rapidly mounting. * ~ * ° duced and what is meant by coopera-

The chemical, biological, and toxin . tive mesasures, START appears headed -
area, as discussed earlief, is the main _ for serious trouble. S T
area where the Soviets have been di- START appears to be headed back

rectly and unequivocally accused by into many of the SALT I and SALT IT

questions regarding what is to be re- -

the Reagan administration of deliber- traps—lack of attention to equality,” .'-

.ate violatiops. It .seems .that this limits that are not limits, an absence
should have important implications . of verifiability, and a failure to com-.

for the entire arms control process; prehend the impact on national secu- - -

"yet the administration has not estab- rity—and also SALT I and SALT 11, n

lished any policy or course of action large measure the _jt'esult of l_xa.stp"to o

. designed to bring about compliance or seeTesults. =
deal with the consequences of complhi-

_énce failure, . -

As indicated

RS . START and INFis to recognize these- ~
above, the reasons far riousinherent difficuities In the proc- . -

Therefore, the best s\iéééétion fc;r

-

.

.suggesting new initiativés to improve - ess and stop raising false expectations - -

the arms.control process and increase .by placing artificial time constraints,
the likelihood of achieving meaningful ‘such as an INF treaty by the end of
progress in a desirable

simultaneously avoiding the types of for the 1984 election. These artificial -

.

direction while - 1983 or a START agreement “In time” . =

disappointments and threats to US. time constraints are most serious as -

security that have resulted from the they apply to START. . e
arms contral process over the past two
-decades. - . . ' o

R, . - bilities and Intentions of the parties
* Clearly, the ongoing - INF* and

In START, the actual nuclear capa- . -

are expected to dominate the process..- -

START negotiations are well defined At the same time, it might be appro- . .

and should not be disturbed without priate to review the priorities af nego-
major cause. The original objectives tiating the “systems” terms or verifi- -
set by President Reagan, in INF' to cation terms. A major portion of the

eliminate intermediate systems entire- negotiating effort should address the .

"1y, -and in START to'reduce Strategic problems of verification and compli-.

nuclear arms to significantly lower ance. Agreement on system defini-
~and equal levels, certainly appear tobe tions, numbers, and deployments will
_valid and meritorious. There is no. be of little avail without satisfactory.
‘reason that the United States'cannot means of handling verification and
continue to strive to achieve these compliance. There is not even agree--
original INF and START objectives, ment on what are national technical

4

while carefully evaluating possible means or what constitutes interfer-

ence, or what camouflage, conceal--

conceptual improvements or alterna--
) ,:ment, cover, and deception is allowed

tive guidelines. .. .

- - - - ’
- -~ ~ -



’
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and’ what is not allowéd None of the
negotiations.have faken the time to re-
'solvethese types of critical questions.

- iIn reviéewing the potential for flexi-
. bility in the ’

. 'START, achieving substantial reduc-
~ tions in one step along the lines of the
‘START proposal simply may not be in

“systems” terms of

the: cards. Further, considering the

past, negotlatmg substantial reduc--

tions in one step easily could be con-
sidered too risky.

- An alternative approach to consider
is a longer term approach composed of

a sequence of discrete and well-spaced
_smaller, less substantial steps. This ap-
- proach would enable the parties in be-

tween steps to assess the other side's
lntentlons and behavxor at mmimal
risk.” -

" One gmdehne xmght be to not agree
to any restraints that the - United
States is not willing to undertake uni-

;. laterally: that is, agree to no restraints
~ . that would be judged to be detrimen-

tal to United States natlonal security

interests, assuming the Soviet Union’

does riot undertake similar restraints.

‘In this approach, the future prospects

become based on satisfaction with past
performance rather than on specula-

tion about Soviet behavior or inten-

tions or on the politics of a.chxeving

- substantial immediate results.

This same approach might help ease

" the verification and compliance prob-

lem. That is, it may be more sensible
to seek agreements where verification
and compliance are used to judge the
possibility of moving forwa.rd as much
as to assess the past. -

A related yorthwhile, if not essen-'

tial, effort is to make verification and

compliance a two-way street. This "
problem is presently only a U.S. prob-

" lem. The Soviets have no problem. A

major effort of the verlification activi-

. ties should be to shift the verification

burden off the back of the United
States natfonal technical means and

"‘onto the back of Soviet secrecy and de-

.ception where it belongs. There are
" many actions available to support such
a conceptual shift, but few if any have .
‘been undertaken or even examined.’

There has not even been a comprehen-
sive study of Soviet sécrecy, cover, and
deception practices. Consldering the
problems of SALT I and SALT II and
the Inherent importance of verifica-
tion, which can be viewed as the art of
penetrating Soviet secrecy, cover, and
deception, such a study would seem to
be of the highest priority.

*As a general recommendatxon there

‘{3 a strong need to develop a full
- awareness of the past. In Western bu-

reaucracies, there Is a strong tendency
to forget the past, that Is, to look for-

ward, not back; do not cry over spllt.
~ mlilk.

This tendency Is especially
strong in the United States. However,
unless the -mistakes of the past are
surfaced and understood, they are
bound to be repeated. This is exactly
what happened {n SALT II and it Is
beginning to happen in START. We
cannot make informed decisions on
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changes unless the pa.st. is understood )

and corrected.

“The need for a critical and contmu—
ing review of the past in the process’of
managing the present and formulating
Iuture plans and priorities cannot be
“overestimated. This is especially appli-

" cable to violations and circumventions. '
The U.S. practice of continuing' to
forget the past in order to move for-
ward does not enable true forward
movement, and quite likely signals
Moscow that the United States Is
really not serious about the need for
bilateral arms control.

Does it make sense for the United.

_States or any other nation to continue
to talk about a new chemical warfare
treaty at Geneva “when the 1925

Geneva protocol and 1975 Biological

-and Toxm Weapons Convention are
being actively violated by the Sovlet -
Union and its allies or when these
treaties are even suspected of being
.violated? .How can START: or INF
move forward with credibility when
SALT I and SALT II have been violat-
-ed; or are suspected of being violated?
How can one plan-to reduce the al--
lowed nuclear test threshold when the
current threshold is being exceeded? .

.. As a matter of priority, compliance.

and enforcement issues deserve critical

high-level attention. The tendency to

forgive and forget the evidence, look
for reasons to excuse or downplay the
‘issues,. change the measure .(the
“shrinking ruler”), and counterefforts
to raise the issues by admonishing the
“wolf-cryers” that "their rhetoric is

+ ¢“anti-Soviet” and counterproductive,

have not worked and should be dis-
carded. -

A new approach fis caJled for. It
should not just look forward. The
future is critically dependent on the
past. It Is crucial to begin by recon-
structing the past and resolve all past
issues with satisfaction while dealing
with the present and future.

The Swedish diplomatic effort, sup'

ported and encouraged by the United -
States, to reconvene the BW/CW
States Parties Convention to address
future compliance rather-than the

1976-83 violations and inspection prob--

lems Is a good example of evading the
real problem and, In effect, assisting
the Soviet cause by rendering ineffec-
tive exactly that mechanism that
fhould be used to deal with the prob-
em -

A case file on each Incldent—both

*. 'violations and circumventions—should _

-be opened, Circumventions should be
treated as violations under the 1972
Basic Principles of Relations Agree-
ment. This file should be kept open
Jor 20 years or until jhe jncident Is re-
solved. Incidents can take a long time
to develop sufficiently for the total
significance to be understood and as-
sessed. Two good examples of this are
SAM testing in ABM modes and mis-
"sile test telemetry encryption. In both
cases, the significance of mid-1970's

violations did not' really get wide-

spread appreciation until 1983.

-~
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"Each incident should be examined
from both a pro and con perspective.
Because the natural tendency of the
bureaucracy is to want to find compli-
ance and not raise problems, an exter- -
nally constituted “Red Team™ should
be used in this evaluation. This team ..
shoud contain expertise in areas of
United States military strategy, Soviet
political and military strategy, tech-
nology, - intelligence,
Communist ideology. .

The Red Team should review all reI-
evant original -source data, identify
specific additional data to collect or .

search for, and determine when noth: -~

ing is really wrong or when the evi-
dence Is such that the burden of proof, -
insofar as the United States is con-
cerned, has shifted to the Soviets to
show they are complying. In the latter
case, the Red Team should be used to
help develop a specific strategy for the
United States to implement to gain '
-compliance or, alternatively, advise

the President - whether or not the -

‘United States shou!d wit.hdra.w from
the treaty.
As indicated earlier, the two ‘areas

-where -United States and Soviet inter- .

ests appear to be most alined are non- .
proliferation and reducing the risk of;
accidental war. Efforts in these two
areas, especially the latter, could be
significantly expanded. The accidental
war problem could well be the most
important area for arms control re-
search and analysis. The problem will
not be easy because it is so closely re-
lated>to the surprise attack problem,
and requires a detailed understanding
of Soviet concepts and practices.
Soviet surprise attack scenarios in use
in the West are unimaginative, do not
reflect Soviet thinking as expressed in
their literature, or the importance ac-
corded the topic In their doctrine and

in their strategic capabilities. A great =

deal of research and analysis is essen-
tial in this area before concrete pro-
posals are formulated or proposed for
bilateral discussion. This work also
should begin as soon as possible.

The need to examine how war might
start, rather than continuing to focus
on numbers, necognizes that numbers
are a very limited part of capability
and can be misleading. This is not
meant to say that numbers are unim-
portant and should be ignored, but
rather, that when exclusively relied
uporn, lead to overly simplistxc analy- .
sis. : .

Nuclear capabmty is as much deter- '
mined by factors that can not be quan-.
tified In a simple manner. Command
and control, leadership, morale, and
strategy are Just as important determi-

‘nants of capability as are the number

of warheads or throw weight. The -
problem’ in not just weapons, but war.
SALT I and SALT X begin with a rec-
ognmon of the devastating conse-
quences nuclear war would have for all
mankind. The hope then expressed is
that the treaty will reduce the risk of
outbreak of nuclear war.

Approved For Release 2008/01/31 : CIA-RDP85M00363R000801780022-8

and. especxany_ -



ot e et oty s ettt

S 4648

Increased analysis of the nature of
such war and how it might come about
is worth far more attention, both to
identify measures that might more di-
rectly reduce the risk and to better un-

. ‘derstand what systems and system var-
. jables—~that Is, what numbers—-are sig-

. nificant.
Another general suggestlon is to use -
the red team to provide devil’s .advo-,

cate analyses of all potential treaties.
This could be an integral part of all

_negotiations, which should not be ter-.
.minated until all uncertainties have
been resolved and all unflateral state-.

ments have been reponded to. )
President Reagan came to Washing-

ton - believing that_the arms control

process was Ia.mng and that new ap-

proaches were required. The seeming-.

ly interminable personnel staffing

delays at the Arms Control Agency

has resulted In a policy - planning

vacuum, or rather, has ceded contral

of the process o the very forces re-
sponsible Tor the prior failures. As an
example of the slowness of the proc-

ess, the ACDA assistant director re-

sponsible for verification was not con-
firmed until last month, and still no

‘ one responsible for strategic and the-
“ater muclear matters has even been -

nominated.

make the administration vulnerable to
pressures that, for all practical pur-
poses, are forcing the process directly
into the mold of the past—pressures to
lower TU.S. objectives, ignore the prob-
lems of the past, hot upset the Soviets,

_ and reach an agreement soon. . ..
‘The apparent objective ol tuming.

President Reagan into.a “peace candi-
date,” -while well intentioned, appears
to discount dangerously the past and,
in the process, run an nnnecessary risk

of leading him and the arms control
. process mrectly into an é€lection year

“buzz saw” not entirely dissimilar to

-what President Carter experienced

with Salt-IL. -
The a.lternatxve is obvmus. As a

- matter of aurgency, arms control

should be accorded the high and seri-

“ ous management priority it deserves.
. People and policies are needed to pro- .
vide reasonable direction and response

to the serious political and public pres-

sures. The bureaucracy is in dire need

of a focus, and, as Istressed at the be-
ginning, one that is mindful of the
past and realistic about the Iuture,

~ Mr. President, I believe the best
‘course of action now, and one that
should not be put off any longer, is to

bring In someone new, someone with
drive and ideas, with sensitivity to the

.ongoing precess, but someone who is

not wedded to the past, who is free to
consider new ideas from the outside. "

Dr. Adelman is exactly that type of
professional. His background makes
him eminently well qualified. He will
be a Director whom I believe will bring

- ‘new ideas into the arms control proc-
ess and’ set a.bout. to achleve real prog‘,

Tress.
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The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency has been floundering for hal{
a year, some would say much longer,
The Senate should end that problem
now by con{irming Dr. Adelman. :

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield to

April 14, 1988

analysis, the responsibility for forging
and executing our arms control policy
lies not with an arms control ambassa-
dor but with the President of the
United States.

The evidence to date seems to Indi-

the Senator Irom Ma.ssachuset.!.s (Mr.”cate that this administration lacks the

TsoNGAs) 2 minutes. :
© Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. Presldent' I
should like to read from a letter that
was Inserted Into the RECORD by Sena-
tor Specrer, of Pennsylvania. The
letter was sent by him to.the Presi-
dent. Let me read part of it. -

While Ambassador .Adelman Is & man of
obvicus ability and doubtless qualified for
most governmental positions, I have grave
reservations about his competency for the
ACDA post. Next to the Presidency and a
few other positions such aS Secretary of
State or Defense, there Is no other post as
critic4l at this moment In our nation’s histo-
ry »s Director of ACDA.

I strongly feel that this position could be
pivotal on ehether .arms .reduction is

achieved and therefore potentially <ritical .

" on the prevention of a nuclear holocaust. To
have anyone-ln this postion other than the
-very, very best wou‘ld be agrave mistake.

1 could not agree more, Mr. Presi-
dent. T regret that we came out on dif-
ferent sides of the issue.

Let' me address, finally, one other
point. The issue has been raised that.

The Tesultant vacuum has helpea V¢ Dave 1o support the nominee and

get on with what is happening in
Geneva. Nothing _is happening in

Geneva, becanse the Soviets believe.

that they can take Europe away from
the United States by using propagan-
da .and the Adelman nomination plays
right into their hands, The best thing

- to do to get progress In Geneva is to
- have a competent, qualified, credible
-arms control Director and let us then

.win over the European hearts and

- minds and force the Soviets to aban-

don their political objective, to finally

sit down and negotiate. X hope that

the Senators, those who are wavering,
would call a European of your choice

and ask them how they feel abont t.ms ‘

nominee. -

I thank the Senatar Irom Rhode
Island.

“The PRESIDING OFF'ICER. Who
.yxelds time? . - -

Mr, PERCY. Mr. Premdent Iyield 3
minutes to my - dxstingmshed colleague
(Mr. WEICKERD. *

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. Presxdent I
have pondered the nomination of Ken-
neth Adelman to direct the U.S. Arms
Control Agency for many wéeks now.,
Arms control is without doubt one of
the paramount issues of our time and
its pursuit is one of the most impor-
tant respon.smthes of thisor any govs
ernment. :

Amid the controversy over Mr. Adel-
man’s qualifications for the job, one

. _central truth has become ever clearer

to me. That is that if President

'Reagan is truly committed to an arms

control agreement with the Soviet
Union, then we will have one. If he is
not, such an agreement will never ma-
terialize, no matter who is in charge of
the Arms Control Agency. In the final

[N
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commitment necessary to achleve &’

sound and timely arms control agree-
ment, but that judgment is still only a
partial one, the Tinal verdict cannot be
delivered until 1984. At that time, the
American peopie will get to Judge for
themselves the depth and sincerity of
this administration’s approa.ch to arms
control.

In the meantime, I wa.nt this admin- -
istration to have no excuse for failing -

to achieve some tangible results. I do
not want this administration to dbe
able to excuse its record on the basis

that its nominee for this post was re- ’

jected and-that it had to expend all its
energies dredging up another. I do not
want this administration to justify the

paucity of results on the grounds that -

the President was not allowed to,

choose his own person for the job—be- -

cause I intend to hold this President
and this administration accountable

o~

on the arms control Issue and I expect - -

the American people will toc.

“Therefore, I do not think it appro-
priate to turn Mr. Adelman's nomina-

tion into & referendum on the Reagan -

arms control policy. While admitting
that policy leaves a lot to be desired, 1
believe the Congress should give Mr.
Adelman a chance to achieve the re-
sult$ that have not been forthcoming
from the administration to date. Asa
result, Mr, President, 1 cast my
vote in favor of Kenneth Adelman ¢to
become our arms control Ambassador.

¥ yeld back 'the remmnder ot my '

txme. o

Mr. PERCY. 'Mr 'Presldent I ex-' C

press my deep appreciation to my co]—f- )

league for his statement.-

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, after. -

debate on the Senate floor lasting 3

_is gualified to be the Director of the
'United States Arms "Contrél and

Disarmament Agency. I urge each of = »

' days, Senators will shortly have to
“decide whether Kenneth L. Adelman’

my fellow Senators to vote on the .

basis of the judgment made on that

question. If each Senator does that, .

Mr. Adelman will surely not 'be con- * o

firmed.

In the course of this debate, T ha.ve_ .

not heard a single argument which

has contradicted the finding of the

Committee on Foreign Relations that

-Mr. Adelman is not qualified to serve P

as the Director of ACDA.

Mr. President, in wmding up the
debate, ¥ think we should consider

that the committee held three lengthy =

hearings on the nomination and dis-

cussed the issue extensively. After the - .

first two hearings, the committee de-
cided, in a 15-t0-2 vote, to delay action
for a week to allow the President to re~

consider the nommahon. e

N -



